
1401 HStreet, NW.
Suite 1020
Washington, D.C. 20005
Office 2021326-3815

February 25, 1997 Er\ eARTE OR LATE F\LED

JIII8S K. Smith
Director
Federal Relations

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Ex Parte Statement
CC Docket 96-98

Dear Mr. Caton:

On February 25, 1997, a joint meeting was held between Ameritech) AT&T and
members of the Commission staff. Representing Ameritech were John Lenahan,
Lynn Starr, Dan Kocher, Jim Smith, and Gary Phillips. Representing AT&T were
Bruce Cox, Bruce Bennett, Leonard Cali, Wayne Fonteix and Robert Falcone.
Members of the Commission present at the meeting were Richard Metzger,
Richard Welch, Jim Schlichting, Suzanne Tetreault, Sherille Ismail, Donald
Stockdale, Ed Krachme, Paul Gallant, Vaikunth Gupta, David Ellen, Doug
Slotten, Kalpak Gude, Lisa Gelb, and Pat DeGraba.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Ameritech's position as set forth in
the above referenced docket. The attached material was used as part of our
discussion.
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Attachment
cc: Richard Metzger, FCC

Bruce Cox, AT&T
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Ameritech will share capacity on a route specific basis with CLECs
requiring less than an entire DS-1 to handle their traffic between 2
switches. If a CLEC requires transport at greater than this capacity, it
must purchase a dedicated DS-l. For example, if a CLEC requires 36
circuits, it could purchase from Ameritech a dedicated DS-1 for 24 circuits
and could share with Ameritech the capacity needed for the additional 12
circuits.

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BETWEEN AN AMERITECH
SWITCH AND A CLEC SWITCH:

Both shared capacity and dedicated facilities will be priced at a monthly
pro-rated flat rate. Ameritech can not technically offer minute of use
(MOU) pricing because minutes are measured at the originating switch.
Unless both switches are Ameritech switches, Ameritech has no way to
measure the minutes of use. Unbundled switching must be purchased
separately on the Ameritech switch side.

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BETWEEN 2 AMERITECH
SWITCHES:

Shared capacity can be priced on a MOD basis or monthly pro-rated flat
rate because Ameritech has the capability to measure the traffic at the
originating switch. Unbundled switching much be purchased separately.
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444 Mlch~ Avenue
Room 1750.
Detroit. MI48226
Office: 3'3-223-8033
Fax: 313-4!&l'4'6

CraIIA......
Counsol

February 24, 1997

Ma. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretuy
Michican Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
L~g,~ 48909

Be: MPSC CtJBe Nos. U-JIISl and U-lll5Z.

Deax Ms. Wideman:

Encloaed for 61ing in the above-referenced case i.s an oriGinal and fif·
teen copies ofAmeritech Michigan's Response to Statrs Recommendations..

Very truly yours.

·a/l---.._

Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record

CAA:jkt



STATE OF MIClfiGAN

BEFORE THE MICmGAN PtffiLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of the petition of AT&T )
CommunicatioJ1s o£Micbigan, Inc., for )
arbitration to establish an interconnection )
agreement with Ameritech Michigan. )

)

In the matter of the petition of Ameritech )
Michigan for arbitration to establish an )
interconnection agreement with AT&T )
Communications of Michigan, Inc. )

)

Case No. U-llilil

Case No. 'U-11162

AMEBITECB MlCII.IGAN'S RESfOND..-TO STAFFS R~CQMMENIMTIQN

Ameritech Michigan1 submits the followin~ response to Staffs

February 20, 1997 recommendation on the two outstanding interconnection

agreement issues.

Initially, Ameri.tech Michigan concurs with Staffs recommendation (p.

9) that the Commission should require that the parties submit for the Commission's

approval a signed aereement incorporating the Commission's resolution of the two

open issues, 8S well as the decisions in the Commission's original November 26,

1996 arbitration deciaion.:l However, Ameritech Michigan i~ concemed that the

1 Michigan Bell Telephono Company, a Miehig8n oo"l)()rHtion, ill 11 wholly owned lub.itJiary or
Amoritech Corporation, which owns the former Roll operating r.nmpanios in the stateR of Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Michigltn Rell olTors telAOOlDmunicalioolj selVicp.R find
oPerates undot I.hA namRA "4moritQch" lUui "Amaritach MiahigAn" (ullcd int.nrl!hnngllubly herein),
pUTsuant t.o M815Umed name 1ilinp with the state of MichiKan.
2 Amoritech Michi,rm would a1ao request that. St.•rr idontify any other U.RUA.'4 it. belitlvell need to ha
tlddl'cSBcd by i.htl J)U,T'tiea in flnft1i7.ing the int.or,:ullIJtlCt.iun agreement. nu blt.r.r l.hl'm r:ho 18f:iUo.nee or



lack of a specific time frame in which to submit the signed agreement could further

delay the process of obtaining final approval of the agreement and forestall

Ameritech Michigan~s ability to compete in the provision of long distance service.

FOf Lhia reOOIl, Ameriteeh Michigan strongly urges the Commission, as it has in

every other arbitration order, to require the parties to submit an ap'eement. in

conformity with the Commjssion's dRci8ion within no more than 10 daya of the

Commission's order. Given the limited scope 01 the remaininK matters at issue (as

compared to the broad scope of issues which have been addressed in other

arbitration decisions), this 10 day time frame cannot legitimately be argued to

present a hardship to AT&T or any other party.

ISSlml

U~LEDLOCAL swrroH1NG

1. Discussion

Ameriter.b Micbigan accepts Sta:f£'a recommendation that the rates

established on an interim basis as a result of the Commission's December 12. 1996

orders in Case Nos. U·11155 and U·11156 for ports, as specified in Advice No.

2438B, be incorporated as the price in the AT&T interconnection agreement for

unbundled local switching. Ameritech Michigan also concurs that any reference to

a "Michigan port" in the af:leement should be deleted.

t.ho Commiaaion'lI order. 6l() that such i&6UeB can bP. Addrf!Mnd by the partie. in the siKned
apoeolllC\l\t.

2



For purposes of clarification. Ameritech Michigan notes that it does

not believe that the interim rates for unbundled local switching recommended by

Staff cover the coat of providing that service. However. Ameritech Michigan is

wi.lling to accept Sta:tl's recommendaLiun on an interim basis. recognizinl' that the

iq.,4;UPJJ of the appropriate costs and pricu for this service on a going-forward basis

will be established as a result of the Commission's decision in Case No.tr.11280.

Ameritech Michilan would also note. for purposes of clarification, that the

development of the costs and the resultant rates for the services described in Advice

No. 2438B did not originally include the central office features which are part of the

unbundled local switching service defined in the AT&T arbitration agreement; the

so-called "Michigan port" was never even at issue in the arbitration. It will be

necessary to address this issue in Case No. U·11280. In Case No. U~11280,

Amerit.ech Michigan has presented cost analyses of ports. both with features and

without features. To the extent that tho Michigan port, as suggested by Staff, is the

same as unbundled local switchinr and in~ludAs fAJltul'eS, any rate which will result

from the proceedings in Case No. U-11280 will have to take into account the costs of

features.

The attached format of the ffswitching" section of the pricing schedule

includes the rates establi8hed in Advice No. 2438B for both "basic line ports" and

"ground start line port." Note that the document attached to Staffs

recommendation had struck out the reference to "ground start line port. per port,"

even though this element was included in Advice No. 243SB. Consistent with

a



Stairs recommendation, this element should be included in the AT&T pricing

schedule.

In addition, the marked-up document attached to Stairs

recommendation aaatehed ou.t a number of items where prices were not

established. although the description of the aervice was included (i.e., where rates

are shown as "TBD," or to be determined). Althouah AT&T may not have requested

the Commission to establish arbitrated rates for these switching elements, the

services were defined in connection with the agreement between the patties. Each

version of the pricing schedule attached to the agreement submitted to the

arbitration panel included these agreed-upon classifications of services. To attempt

to strike the services out now would rewrite the agreement of the parties. The

Commission's decision, and the preceding arbitration panel decision, approved the

agl'eement of the parties on issues which were not in dispute. The clasSification of

theae services between the parties were not in dispute and should not be .stricken

from the alI'eement at this time. At some la.tp.r date, prir.p~Ci may hp. established in

some other context,S or if AT&T requests the particular elements, rates may be

established to replace the TBDs.

2. Specific Recommendation

Consistent with Staffs recommendation. and to avoid any further

confusion, Ameritech Michigan recommends that the Commission specifically direct

the parties that the "Switching" section of the pricing schedule attached to the

II f.'or example, prices for all theae elementa have been ptopOfled in ClUte No. U·11280 and aro
cuwcmt,ly tho Bu.bjoct or Q motitm to ect interim rai.ell.
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January 29, 1997 signed version of the contract be amended only in the following

respects. The item noted on pare 5 of the pricing schedule as "Line Side Port

Without Vertical Features ... 54 Cents" should be deleted, the rates established in

Advice No. 2438B should be inserted for '"Basic Line Port, Per Port" and "Ground

Start Line Port, Per Port" on page 6, and that AT&T's addition on pace 7 of the

PRICING OF SHARED TRANSMISSION FACILITIES

1. Discussion

Stairs second recommendation addresses the price for Shared

InteroBice Transmission Facilities. The interconnection agreement defines Shared
.

Transport Transmission }t'acilities as tta billing arrangement where two (2) or more

carriers ahare the features, fUl1ctiona and capabilitiea of transmiasion faciliLies

between the same types of locationa as described for dedicated tranaport in Sections

1.1 and 1.2 preceding and share the costs.» See Schedule 9.2.4-1.3. The locations

described in Section 1.1 are two Ameritech Michigan central offices, which could be

either end-offices or tandems, connected by transport facilities. Section 1.2

describes transport facilities between an Ameritech Michigan central of1ice (either

an end.-office or a tandem), and AT&T's wire center.

Ameritech Michigan believes that Staff's recommendation on this issue

is inconsistent with the plain languale of the federal Act mandating local transport

5



unbundled from switching and with the requirements of the FCC's 'Rules and

Order. Staffs recommendation on the pricing of shared transmission facilities is

bued on two assumptions. First, Staff states that: UAmeritech Michigan does not

believe that it is obligated under the FCC Rules to permit the trafl:1c of other

providers to be carried on the same facility as the traffic of Ameritech Michigan."

Staff Recommendation at p. 7. Second, Staff says that Ameritech MichiKan's

proposal is inconsistent with rules the FCC adopted in its First Report and- Order

issued on August 8, 1996 in CC Docket 96-98 because it would not permit the

«usage-sensitive or a flat-rate charge ..... options that the MPSC is entitled to adopt.

Staff Recommendation at. p. 8. Neither assumption accurately reflects Ameritech

Michigan's position. Therefore, Ameritech Michigan requests that Staffs

recommendation be modified to reflect that AT&T has the option of a flat-rate

charge or a usage sensitive charge, as described below.

Ameritech Michigan will share interoffice transmiaaion facilities with

othel' "questing cameTs, including AT&T, where capacity is avai.lable. ' Ameritech

Michigan will offer two pricinl: options to the requesting carrier that shares these

facilities. The first option is a flat rate circuit capacity charge that is based on the

pro-rated capacity of the facility. Requesting carriers can order one circuit (DS-O)

or multiple circuits, however, if twenty-four circuits are ordered, a dedicated DS·l

facility should be provided. Staft's recommendation should be modified to require

that footnote 10 in Item V. E., Pricinr Schedule 9, be changed to clarify that at

AT&T"s option~ it can share up to 24 DS-Os with Ameritech Michigan on a pro-rata

basis bued on the rates in Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff No.2, Section 7.5.9.

6



This pro rata flat rate charce applies to shared transport facilities between

Ameritech Michigan's central o:fIices ("Section 1.1» locations) and to shared

transport facilities between an Ameriteeh Michigan central office and AT&Ts wire

center ("Section 1.2" locations).

A second per minute of use pricing option is available to AT&T for

shared transport facilities between two Ameritech Michigan central of.tice switches

where AT&T obtains unbundled switchin, network elements (i.e., trunk ports).

The per minute price for this usage-based option should be the two' interoffice

facilities rate elements in Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff 2, Section 6.9.1, i.e.,

ccTandem-Switched Temrination Per Access Minute" (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC

Tariff No.2, 87th Revised Pace 207) and "Tandem-Switched Facility Per Access

Minute Per Mile" (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff No.2, 37th Revised Page

207). Staft's recommendation should require! that the usage sensitive option in Item

V. E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per trunk port on a per

minute of use basis. The per minute charge should be the tnriff' charges for

"tandem-switched termination" and "tandem-switched facility" referenced above.

Ameritech Michigan's proposal to share up to 24 DSOs per trunk port

is based on basic network design and architecture. The smallest tJ:unk port on a

digital switch can accommodate up to 24 DBDs, which equals a DS-l signal level.

Sharing, therefore, should be limited to a demand capacity of less than 24 DSOs for

each trunk port; quantities of 24 DSOs or more for a pven route would justify a

dedicated facility. For example. if AT&T projects a demand of 36 DSOs on a given

7



trunk route, Ameritech Michigan's proposal would require AT&T to purchase aDS

1 (i.e., 24 DSOs) on a dedicated basis, and Ameritech Michigan and AT&T would

share 12 DSOs, each on another trunk port. If AT&Ts actual demand for a given

trunk port equa!a 24 DSOs, by netw1)rk design, there is no "sharinC" opportunity. If

AT&T's demand is leas than 24 DSOs on a ;.iven trunk port, sharing is possible.

Switching related rate elements must be excluded from the price for

shared interoffice transmission facilities because, as the MPSC and the FCC both

have recognized, TA96 specifically requires that these facilities must be unbundled

from switching or other services. Therefore, Staffs recommendation should be

clarified to exclude any switching related rate elements from the price for shared

transmission facilities. These rate elements to be excluded are those in Ameritech

Michigan's FCC Tariff 2, Section 6.9. which relate to switching, i.e. "Tandem

Switching Per Access Minute" (see Ameriteeh Michigan FCC No.2, 7th Revised

PiI.;e 207.1), "Residual Charge Per Access Minute" (see Ameriteeh Michigan FCC

No.2, 4th Revised Page 207.2), and "Bundled Local Switching" (see Ameritech

Michigan FCC Nn. 2, 48th Revised Par:e 214).

In the rules it adopted in its First Beport and Order in Docket 96-98,

the FCC established "interoffice transmission facilities" as an unbundled network

element. 47 C.F.R. Section 51.319(d). The FCC did so, in part, to meet the

checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v).4 This checklist item requires

"[llocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange camer switch

UDbUDdlecl from 8wltchia.. or other services." (emphasis added) The MPSC
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recently agreed that the "interof6.ce transmission facilities» network element

prescribed in the FCC's Fiut Report and-.Oxd.eI is the checklist item listed in

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v).15

Because Section 211(c)(Z)(B)(v) requires that interof6.ce transmission

facilities must be unbundled from switchi.n; and other services, the FCC defined

this network ~.mp.ntin it.~ rulu a.R bP.inK' only those far.ilitip.5 hf!twp-p.n Il'witchN.

Interoffice transmission facilities are defined as
incumbent LEe transmjssion facilities dedicated to a
particular customer or carrier, or shared by more than
one customer or carrier. that ;roYiIle telCCommunications
between wire cante.n owned by incumbent LEes or
requestiDg telecommunications carriers. or between
switcl\es owned by incumbent LEes or requesting
telecommunications carrier•.6

To ensure that the required separation of interoffice transmission facilities and

switching was complete, the FCC defined interoffice transmission facilities as one

unbundled network element,? and defined switching - including local and tandem

switching -as separate unbundled network elements.1I Consistent with the FCC's

determinations. the Interconnection Agreement treats tandem switching separate

from. interoflice transmission. See Schedule 9.2.3., Section 2.0 l'Tandem Switching";

i!"irat Report and Ordor, toolCt accompan;ying en. 986.
G In the Matter of the Amllicatjon of Ameritecb Micbican PYr8uant to Section 271 of the
Thlgoommunications Act of 1996 to Prpyide In·Recion. InterLATA Smrit;t.s in Michican. CC Docket
No. 97·1, Commmt.8 of the Micltwan Public Service GommiNlion. filed February 5, \997, at. p. 21
("Tn ita 'Rulos issued on August 8, 1996, the FCC delineated seven unbundled network elements that
must be provided in order 00 comply with Sect.ion 251 (r.)(:l) of the Act. lett.ing 1.047 C.F.R. 51.:119].
Five of these items are specifically delineated as cher.klist items: local loop (item iv), switching
capability (item vi), intt.roffice tramrmiaRion raciUtiM (it.om ,,>, RignRling nnt.worb "nd cftll.rnl"inc1
database- (it;tlm x), and nper"tor fIl~t'Vicoeand directory UtltlllStunca (jte~m vii)." (cmphillSltl added),
601.7 C.l·'.R Section 51.319(d)(l). (emphRR1':; added).
7Id.
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see also Pricing Schedule Item V.C. "Switching" at p. 8 "UnbundI.~d Tandem

Switching, Usage Without Tandem Trunkjng."

Ameriteeh Michigan's proposal to share its interoffice facilities gives

full meaning to the sharing requirements included in the FCC's definition of

"shared" interoffi.ee transmiaaion facilities but - uDlikc AT&T's "common" transport

proposal - which by its own admilulinn r.nmbinaq tTan$poTt and switching 

Ameritech Michigan's proposal does no violence to the plain and simple language of

checklist Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) which imposes the requirement of "(1)ocal

transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch

unbundled from switching or other services." (emphasis added).

2. Specific Recommendation

To provide pricing for shared tr.ansport consistent with the federal Act

and the FCC Rules and Order, Ameritech Michigan recommends the following three

specific revisions to statrs recommendations:

(i) StafFs recommendation should be modified to require that footnote

10 in Item V.E., Pricing Schedule 9, be changed to clarify that at AT&T's option, it

can share up to 24 DSOs with Ameritech Michiran on a pro rata basis based on the

rates in Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff No. 2. Section 7.5.9.

(ii) Staft's recommendation should be revised to require that the usage

sensitive option in Item V.E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per

trunk port on a per minute of use basis. The per minute charge should be the tariff

charge for cc,l'andem-Switched Termination Per Access Minute" (see Ameritech

II 47 C.F.R. Section 51.S19(c)(1) and (2). &e also First. Report and Order at In. 987.
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Michigan's FCC Tariff No.2, 37th Revised Page 207) and "Tandem-Switched

Facility Per Access Minute Per Mile" (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tiuiff No.2,

37\h Revised Pa~e 207).

(iii) Staff's recommendation should be clarified to exclude from the

price for sho.rcd traDsmieeion facilities any switebin~ related rate elements. These

rate elements to be excluded are those in Amer.i.teeh Michiran's FCC Tariff 2.

Section 6.9, which relate to switdrin~, i.e., "Tandem Switehinr Per Access Minute"

(see Ameritech Michigan FCC No.2, 7th Revised Page 207.1), "Residual Charge Per

Access Minute" (see Ameritech Michigan FCC No.2, 4tll Revised Page 207.2), and

"Bundled Local Switchinlf (see Ameritech Michiran FCC No.2, 48\.h Revised Page

214).

CONCLJlSION

Amexitech Michipn requests that the Commission adopt ita foregoing

recommendations to rel101.ve the two open iaaues. Ameriteeh Michigan also

reiterates its request that the Commission require that a signed agreement
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incorporating the Commiasion's decision be jointly submitted for approval within 10

days.

Respectfully submitted.

AMERITECB MlCWGAN

C A. HOLMES (P:24071)
CRAIG:A. ANDERSON (p.28968)
444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 223·8033

Dated: Februuy 24, 1997
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